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The Joint Force Air Component Commander, as defined by JCS, is not the same as the

Air Component Commander Concept of the Air Force, and appears to be a much more viable
concept for the coordination and control of aviation in the joint force. And finally,
there is a critical shortfall in a common joint vision on what aviation is to do, and
a joint aviation doctrine which would support that vision. This joint vision and
doctrine for aviation must be developed.
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AIR COMPONENT COMMANDER —-—- IS THE CONCEPT VIABLE?, Major Joseph
Noble, U.S. Marine Corps. 51 pages.

“"The monograph examines the position held by the Air Force
that a single manager of all aviation assets -- an Air Com-
ponent Commander -—- is required for the effective and effic-
ient employment of Joint aviation. This concept of an Air
Component Commander (Air Force term) differs in some substan-—
tial ways from the concept of Joint Force Air Component Comm-
ander (JFACC) as defined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The
relationship, and differences, between these two concepts
will be developed by using doctrinal definitions. The
aviation doctrinre and structure in each service will be
examined to illustrate the capability each service possesses
to accomplish its stated doctrinal aviation mission. Using
this doctrinal and structural development for each service as
a basic framework, the concept of the Air Component Commander
will be overlayed on the framework to determine whether it
seems viable for a single marager to perform all, or most, of
the aviation tasks required by the individual services. The
viability of the Air Componert Ccmmander concept will then be
assessed against the criteria of identified aviation missions,
roles and tasks identified in each service doctrine.

The conclusion reached is that, it does not seem that the
Alr Force Air Component Comman concept is viable, in an era
when each of the four se Ces has developed a unique aviation
doctrine and structure. ‘$¢he single manager of all air resour-
ces and the *indivisibility of air® concept of the Air Force
do not appear particularly viable against a Soviet opponent
with a radically different view of aviation and its employment.
The Joint Force Air Component Commander, as defined by the JCS“\\
is not the same as the Air Force Air Component Commander con-
cept, and appears to be a8 much more viable concept for the
coordination and control of aviation in a Joint force. And
finally, there 1s a critical shortfall in a common Jjoint vis-
ion on what aviation is to do, and a Joint aviation doctrine
which would support that vision. This Joint vision and
doctrine for aviation must be developed.
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Air Component Commander —-— Is the Concept Viable?

I. INTRODUCTION

All four of the services -—- Army, Air Force, Navy, and
Marine Corps —-- agree that exploiting the dimension of air
on the next battlefield will be crucial for success. The

doctrine of each Service reflects this, as do their equip-
ment acquisitions of aviation systems and their training
programs. Each service has developed and refined an aviation
capability it feels is essential to its performance as a
viable force.

In a joint environment -—- as everyone seems to concede that
the next use of military force will be joint -~ these varying
aviation organizations from each service will be operating in
a common medium -- the skies -- against a common adversary to
accomplish the objectives of the joint force. A crucial issue
to be decided by the Joint Force Commander (JFC) is how he will
organize his joint force -- and its aviation resources —-- to
best accomplish his mission. The command relationships est-
ablished may well be the most important declision the JFC will
make. Joint doctrine identifies a number of methods of exer-
cising operational command to the JFC : through service comp-
onent commanders, through functional component commanders,
through a commander of a joint task force, by attaching ele-
ments of one force to another force, or to specific oper-
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ating forces reporting directly to him.1

It is into the dynamics involved in deciding between a
command relationship between service component commanders
and functional component commanders that this monograph will
be dedicated, especially as the decision relates to aviation.
The critical issue to be examined concerns the position held
by the Air Force that a single manager of all aviation assets
—-— an Air Component Commander -—- 18 required for the effective
and efficient employment of Joint aviation.2 This concept of
an Alir Component Commander (Alr Force term) differs in some
aubstantial ways from the concept of Joint Force Air Component
Commander (JFACC) aa defined by the Joint Chiefas of Staff.3
The relationship, and differences, between these two concepts
will be developed later in the monograph. For purposes of
initial development, the Air Force's concept of a single
manager of all aviation assets responsible for both the
planning and execution of the alr battle willl be the one
examined.

The Air Force holds that air power is an indivisible
resource which requires a single manager. Is this concept
viable in today's Joint environment? Does it seem practical
to expect a representative from a single mservice to under-—
stand the doctrine, structure, and capabilities of the av-
iation resources of all four services so he can effectively
plan for their use and control their employment? If not,

what posaible alternative concepts would accomplish the




critical task of effectively employing aviation assets in a
Jjoint oneration?

The concept of Alr Component Commander will be examined
by using doctrinal definitlions and conceptual discussions
from several sources. Avistion doctrine from each of the
four services will be reviewed to establish how each service
envisgions aviation employment on the modern battlefield. The
aviation structure n each service will be examined to illu-
strate the capability each service possesses to accomplish
its stated doctrinal aviation mission. Using this doctrin-
al and structural development for each service as a basic
framework, the concept of the Alr Component Commander will
be overlayed on the framework to determine whether it seenms
viable for a single manager to perform all, or most, of the
aviation tasks required by the individual services. The JCS
Jaint Foree Air Component Commsnder concept will be preasanted
and compared to the Alr Force Air Component Commander concept.
The viabllity of the Alr Component Commander corcept will then
be assesgged againat the criteria of 1dentified aviation
missions, roles and tasks identified in each servi:ze
aoctrine. If the concept appears viable, the conclusion
will 830 atate. If it 18 not, alternatives will be recommend-
ed, including implications concerning the JFACC concept.

Prior to exploring each service'as doctrine, however, a
bagsic premise of this monograph must be explalned. It has

become customary to disregard rotary-wing (helicopter)




eviation in any discussions of Jjoint aviation command rela-
tionships. The custom has been to only discuss fived-wing
(tactical aviation or TACAIR) aviation of the Alr Force, Navy,
and the Marine Corpa. Hellcopters have been exempted, with
tagking authority and control retained by each service. No
doctrinal premise for this tradition exists, only a written
agreement between the Air Force and the Army in 1868.4 1In an
age of sophlisticated technology where aviation capabilities
such ag tilt-rotor aircraft (MV-22 Osprey), vertical short
take-off and landing (VSTOL) aircraft (AV-8 Harriler), and
hellcopters designed to shoot down other helicopters and TAC-
AIR (Soviet Hokum) are being developed and fielded, the issue
of separating one type of sviation asset from another in com-
mand relationships will become more and more impractical.
Therefore, for the purpose of this monograph, all aviation
aggsets from the four services will be considered in the ques-
tion of command relationships, rotary-wing as well as fixed-
wing. Although this 13 not the accepted custom today, 1t can

be speculated that 1t may well be a common occurrence in the

near future.




II. DEVELOPMENT OF AVIATION DOCTRINE AND STRUCTURE

To e~tablish a framework for evaluating the Air Component

Commander concept, the doctrine and structure relating to
aviation for each of the four services must be developed.
The services' doctrines will each bhe looked at in turn,
starting with the Alr Force, followed by the Navy, then
the Marine Corps, and, finally, the Army.

The Air Force mission is to . . . be organized, trained,
and equipped to perform prompt and suctained offensive and
defensive air operations.”, as stated in the National
Security Act of 1947. The Ailr Force has taken this mission
and further broken it down into what it refers to as
"interdependent missions” which "produce specific effects
and influences in deterring wer, defending the United States
and ita Allles, and conducting warfare. "S5 These interdepend-
ent missiong are : Strategic Aerospace Offense, Strategic
Aerospace Defense, Counter Ailr, Air Interdiction, Close Air
Support, Specls! Operations, Airlift, Aerospace Survelllance
and Reconnaissance, and Aerospace Maritime Operations. In
addition to these "missions"™, the Air Force also identifies
"specialized tasks” 1t must perform.86 These tasks are
Aerial Refuelling; Electronic Combat; Warning, Command,
Control, and Communicationsa; Intelligence; Aerocapace Reacue
and Recovery; Psychological Operations; and Weather Service.

In summary, the Air Force ldentifies nine "interdependent




missions” and seven "specialized tasks” in its doctrine

which capture the . ir Force view of what functions aviation
must perform. What type of structure, specifically what types
of capabilities in asasets, has the Alr Force prrcured co
accomplish these missions and tasks?

Table 1 in Appendix A lists the types of aircraft fielded
in the Air Force today and indicates which mission or task
each aircraft is expected to perform .7 Without getting
into detalla which exceed the parametera of this monograph,
other assets are identified generically (C3 system, weather
ayatema, etc.) to indicate whether the Alr Force posseases
the capability for each apecified mission and task. A tsble
such as this will be presented for the aviation assets of
each of the other services for further comparison.

Now we will examine the Navy's doctrine for aviation. Un-
like the other services, the Navy does not have a sgeparate
doctrinal publication which specifically addresses aviation.
Aviation 1a viewed by the Navy as an integral component of
naval power which, with surface and subsurface vessels, con-
tributes to the holistic projection of naval power.8 Accord-
ing to Navy doctrine, "Because U.S. naval forces routinely
deploy to areas well beyond the range of U.S. land-based air
cover where they may be exposed to attack by potential adver-
sary land-based air, and because the manned alrcraft 1is pre-
gsently the most capable and sophisticated weapon system

avallable to counter enemy manned aircraft and establish and




maintain local air superiority in areas of U.S. naval oper-
ations, it is essential that U.S. naval battle forces and
groups include organic tactical air power at certain times
and places.”® Thus, the primary mission of naval aviation
can be deduced to be establishing and maintaining local air
superiority in areas of U.S. naval operations.

What tasks must naval aviation perform to accomplish this
mission? Again, Navy doctrine does not separately set out
aviation-only tasks, but rather establishes six fundamental
tasks and six supporting tasks which naval forces mus“ per-
form. BEach of these twelve warfare taska 1s llated with the
type of platform (carrier air, aurface combatant, submarine,
amphibious, maritime patrol air, or support) which supports
that task. Froa this list, the tasks of naval aviation
(carrier air, maritime patrol air, and support) can be derived.
The fundamental warfare tasks supported by naval aviation and

the type of avistion which aupports each are :

Antiair Warfare - Alr Superiority and Air Defense (carrier
air)
Antisubmarine Warfare - Distant and Close Operations (carr-

ier air, maritime patrol air)
Antisurface Warfare - Distant and Close Operations (carrier
air and maritime patrol air),
Strike Warfarse - Nuclear and Conventional (carrler air)
Amphibious Warfare -~ Close Support only (carrier alir)
Mine Warfare - Offensive only (carrier air, maritime patrol

air).




The supporting warfare tasks and the type of aviation
which supports each are as follows:

Special Warfare - (none)

Ccean Surveilllance - (carrier air, maritime patrol air,

support air)

Intelligence - (carrier air, maritime patrol air)
C3 - (carrier air, maritime patrol air, support air)
Electronic Warfare - (carrier air, maritime patrol air,

support alr)

Logiastics - (carrier air, support air).10
Thus, naval aviation can be saild to have six fundamental
warfare tasks and five supporting warfare tasks. How these
tasks compare to the tasks identified by the Alr Force and
how they compare to the Marine Corps and the Army will be
discussed later.

Table 2 in Appendix A lists the types of alrcraft possessed
by naval aviation today and shows which aircraft type supports
each of the warfare tasks Just addressed.11 Like Table 1,
Table 2 will be used later for comparison with the other ser-
vices.

The mission of Marine Corps aviation is "...to participate
as the supporting air component of the Fleet Marine Force (FNF)
in the seizure and defense of advanced naval bases and for the
conduct of such land operations as may be essential to the
prosecution of a naval campaign. A collateral mission of

Marine Corps aviation 1s to participate as an integral com-




ponent of naval aviation in the execution of such other Navy
functions as the fleet commanders may direct.”12 Doctrinally,
then, Marine aviation must not only be prepared to accomplish
its own aviation tasks in support of the FMF, but must also be
prepared to perform the tasks of naval aviation identified
above. What are the tasks of Marine aviation? The tasks

have been categorized in six functional areas : Air Reconn-
alssance, Antiair Warfare (same as the Navy), Assault

Support (which includes Vertical Assault Airlift, Air Delivery,
Inflight Refuelling, and Air Evacuation), Offensive Air
Support (which includes Close Air Support and Deep Air
Support), Reconnaissance, Electronic Warfare, and Control of
Alrcraft and Missilea (C3).183 These six functions of Marine
Aviation will be compared to the eleven functional and
gsupporting warfare taasks of the Navy, and the nine "inter-
dependent missions”™ and six "specialized tasks” of the Air
Force in Part III of thia moncgraph.

Table 8 of Appendix A liste the alrcraft currently possessed
by the Marine Corpa, and showa which function of Marine avia-
tion each aupporta.l14 Comparisona with Tablea 1 and 2 will ke
discussed in Part III.

Army doctrine states that the mission of Army aviation is
... to find, to fix, and to destroy the enemy through fire
and maneuver, and to provide combat asupport and combat ser-
vice support in coordinated operations as an integral member

of the comblned arms team."”15 The tasks to be performed by




Army aviation in support of this mission are reflected under

three aviation roles -- maneuver, combat support, and combat
gservice support. The tasks are :
faneuver - (Attack, Reconnalaaance and Security, Air Aassault,

Alr Combat, Special Operationas, and Command and
Control)

Comnbat Support - (Intelligence and Electronic Warfare, C3I
Enhancement, Air Traffic Control, Fire Sup-
port, and Search and Reacue)

Combat Service Support - (Aeromedical Evacuation, Aviation

Maintenance, Logistics, and Air
Movement). 18
These fourteen tasks under the three roles of Army aviation
will be compared to the aviation tasks of the other services
in Part III.

Table 4 of Appendix A lieta the fourteen tasks of Army
aviation, and shows which aircraft currently possessed by
the Army aupportas each task.17 Table 4 will be compared
later to Tables 1, 2, and 3.

At this point the reader may well be asking what all this
has to do with the Air Component Commander. Is this relevant?
The answer is that yes, the missions and tasks for aviation
ag geen by each of the services are extremely relevant. The
agsets each sgservice has acquired to support those missions and
to perform those specific tasks are also critically relevant to
the discussion of the Air Component Commander, as a comparison

of sgervice doctrineas showa.
10




IIT. DOCTRINAL AND STRUCTURAL DIFFERENCES
Differences in doctrine between the four services are
not uncommon. The extent of the differences, however, can
have a dramatic impact 1in how each service feels it should
be employed in a Jjoint environment. By closely examining
the aviation doctrine of each service, we should be able to
deduce the ease or degree of difficulty with which avia-
tion assets from different services can be expected to
operate together Jjointly.
First, the basic mission of aviation in each Service
will be exemined. Notice that in three of the four Ser-
viceas (Navy, Marine Corps, and Army) the mission statement
for aviation clearly establishes the relationship of
aviation to the rest of the Service's forces
Navy - "...1it is essential that naval battle forces and
groups include organic tactical air power” to
"counter enemy manned aircraft in the area of naval
operationa*;18
Marine Corpa - "... to participate as the supporting air
component of the FMF”;19
Army - "... 1in coordinated operations as an integral member
of the combined arms team”.20
Only the Air Force mission statement fails to state the mission

in relationshlip to other non-aviation forces.?f1

How significant is this difference? It may well be the most

cruclial difference to be identified. The Navy, the Marine

11




Corpa, and tha Army view thelr aviatlon as a natural force
component to use in accomplishing their mission. The Air
Force, on the »ther hand, has no inherent relationship to
any non-aviation component even implied in 1ts doctrinal
mission statement. This may explain in part why the ser-
vices view their aviation as they do and as importantly,
why their aviators view their employment as they do. Navy,
Marine Corps, and Army aviators tend to see themselves as
an integral part of their service force which supports the
rest of the force, while Air Force aviators tend to see
themselves alone (with other aviators, possibly) fighting a
separate air war. It may seem strange to a non—-aviator that
two pilots from different services can so dramatically dis-
agree on how their common airplane should be employed, until
he realizes that each aviator has been "indoctrinated” with
his service's views on doctrinal missions and employment.
The second significant point concerning the difference in
each of the service's baslc aviation mission statements (and
hence their perceptions on aviation's uses) relates to what
types of resources are acquired to make up the service's
aviation structure. If your mission is to support naval
forces outside the range of land-based air, you need an air-
craft that can operate from a ship. If you are to be an
integral part of a combined arms team, your decisions on
systems to meet that requirement will probably be different

than 1f you are only to operate in the aerospace environment

12




with no specified relationship to another force operating in
another medium. The reality of this can be seen in Appendix
A, where each service has acquired different assets to
perform similar, 1f not identical, tasks.

Now let’'s compare how each service envisions its aviation
accomplishing its stated mission, in other words, how each
service sees aviation peforming. It is interesting that no
two services use even the same basic terminology to talk
about how aviation will accomplish its mission. The Air
Force discusses "interdependent missions”" and "speclalized
tasks”.22 The Navy talks about "fundamental warfare
functilions and supporting warfare functions".23 The Marine
Corps talks about "the functions of aviation®.24 The
Army discusses "the roles and tasks of aviation”.25 Tasks
to one service mean functions to another, and so on. This
absence of a common terminolgy can make inter-service doc-
trinal discussions difficult to say the lesat. But working
on the assumption that a rose by any other name is still a
rose, let's see how much each service has in common in the
area of functions and tasks.

Taking into account the various subsets of functions and
tasks for aviation identified in each service's doctrine,
the services view the number of tasks as follows : Air Force
~ 18, Navy - 14, Marine Corps - 1R, and Army - 14, Surpris-
ingly, there seema to be rough parity in the number of taske

for aviation envisioned. But are they the same tasks? The

13




Alr Force, Navy, and Marine Corps all concur that negating
the enemy's air through both offensive and defensive action
are two of the tasks required of aviation (counter air and
antialr warfare). The Army does not have thls on its task
list since its aviation is not expected to perform it

except in the Army's task concept of alr combat. All four
services have reconnaissance, electronic warfare, and comm-
and and contrcl as three of their tasks and have roughly

the aame vialona of these taaks. All four aervicea taak
aviation to provide close support to ground troops (Alr
Force, Navy, Marine Corps -- close air support, Army -—-

fire sgupport). All four sgservices have comparable, though
by no means identical, tasks to attack enemy forces not in
contact with friendly troops (Air Force -- air interdiction,
Navy -- atrike warfare, Marine Corpa -- deep alr aupport,
Army -- deep operations). All four services have aviation
tasked to move assets (Air Force —- airlift, Navy -- logis-
tica, Marine Corpa -- vertical asasault alrlift and air del-
ivery, Army -— alr movement/air assault). Three of the aer-
vices (Air Force, Navy, and the Marine Corps) have a task to
provide fuel to alrborne aircraft (aerial refuelling, logis-
tlcs, and inflight refuelling, respectively). Two of the
services (Marine Corpe and Army) task aviation to move wound-
ed (alr evacuation and aeromedical evacuation). The Air Force
haa additlonal tasks not already addressed, including

strategic tasks (strategic offensive and defensive opera-

14




tiona) which the other services do not have, The Alr Foros
also has the task of aerospace marltime operations which can
be supportive of a number of Navy tasks for aviation not
addreased (antiszsubmarine and antisurface warfare, mine
warfare, etc.). The Army has several aviation tasks not
covered by the other services, including search and rescue
and C3I enhancenment.

By comparing the outlined "tasks" identified in the ser-
vices' doctrines, it becomes obvious that the services have
no common picture of the tasks aviation muat perform. The
tasks are very close in many areas, 1f not 1identical in the
areas addressed. The dissimilar tasks are so dissimilar and
of such a high priority to each service that the areas of
commonality become lost in the ensuing disputes. A service
th=t has acquired an asset for 1ts structure to fulfill a
apeclfic task (or in the case of dual or multi-purpose systems
more than one task) wants and expects to see it employed for
that task, not for some other task for which 1t is either not
designed, or was not really acquired to perfornm.

The tables in Appendix A abound with examples of Just
this situation. The F-14 Tomcat was acqulired by the Navy with
specific design parameters to operate from a carrier to
perforn antlar warfare (counter air) tasks.28 It cannot be
replaced by an Alr Force F-15 Eagle which was designed to
perform the same task because the F-15 was not designed to

operate from a carrier 1in support of naval forces. The AV-8
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Harrier was acquired by the Marine Corps to perform the tasks
of both close and deep air support.27 Deep air support is a
comparable task to Air Force air interdiction, but normally
not to the same ranges (the AV-8 is unsuitable for depths the
Air Force considers normal, since it does not possess the same
range capabllity as most Air Force air interdiction aircraft).
It would be a misuse of an asset to use the F-14 for overland
counter air operations, just as it would be to try to use an
F-185 for antiair warfare from a carrier or an AV-8 for an air
interdiction mission. Each asset was designed to perfornm
a specific task (or tasks) for the specific service which
acquired it, and while there may be some degree of flexib-
ility in how each asset is employed, today that is more often
not the case. The sophistication of technology 1s increasing-
ly limiting the flexibility with which today’'s, let alone
tomorrow'a, systems may be uzged to accompliash tasks for which
they were not designed. Previcus wars (World War I, World War
II, and even Korea) saw simpler aircraft capable of "swinging”
from one task to another with reasonable ease. Those days are
by and large gone. Speclalized alrcraft for specialized tasks
are becoming more and more common, and this trend 1f anything
will probably accelerate in the future.

What has this look at doctrinal and structural differences
revealed to us? The doctrinal mission statements for
aviation within the four aervices do not provide a common

vision for how aviation will be used. Three service mission
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etatementa state & asupport relstlonashlp for avistion with
other force components (ground or naval). The Alir Force
misasion statement does not. It sets the tone for further
doctrinal development by the Air Force of the indivisibility
of air in its relationship with other force components,
while this same view 13 not held by the other services who
see aviation as an integral capability of thelr force.

Each service envislions a number of tasks or functions
it expects aviation to perforn. Many of the tasks en-
visioned by one service are alsc more or less envisioned by
one or more of the other services, although rarely 1is a
common name used for the same task. Each service also has
some unique task which 1t alone seeg 1ts aviation performing.
A lack of common terminology relating to aviation and the
different tasks and functions envisioned by the services can
only compound the problem of employing the aviation assets of
two or more services together in a joint environment. Adding
to this potential for misunderstanding are: the different
missions for aviation, the different terminologies relating
to aviation, and the specialization of avistion structure with-
in the services. The possibility of smoothly merging aviation
from the various services into a single cohesive fighting force
seems remote indeed. This should set the stage for discussing

the issue of the Air Component Commander in detail.
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IV. ACC/JFACC DISCUSSION

To set the reader's mind at ease, I do strongly believe
that the aviation from the four services can operate together,
and operate well, in a joint environment. The effort in the
preceding section set the stage for a discussion and compar-
ison of two visions of who should be responsible for bringing
these doctrinal and structural differences together in joint
operations. The two visions I am referring to are the Air
Force vision of the Air Component Commander, and the JCS
recognized concept of the Joint Force Air Component Commander.
Ag I will ghow, theae two concepts are not the same.

The Ailr Force definition of the responsibility of the Air
Component Commander in a joint force states : "... In the
operational chain of command, to support and employ all
aerospace forces under his operstional authority as directed
by the Joint force commander. The alr component commander
is responsible for recommendations to the Joint force command-
er on apportionment of aerospace forces and the targeting,
allocation, and tasking of aerospace resources to accomplish
agsigned objectlves."28 Additionally, Air Force doctrine
states, "Joint force commanders normally direct the
employment of aerospace forces through the air component
command; ... The air component command is employed as an
interdependent force with the land and naval components. "29
The key psrts of the Alr Foree vision of the Alr Component

Commander are that he 1s a functional vice gervice commander
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(that is, he is responsible for commanding the function cf
aviation, not in specifically ccmanding one of the service
components of the Joint force) respongsible to sucport and
employ all aercospace rescurces under his operational control,
and 12 reaponaible to recommend apportionment and perform
targeting, allocation, and tagsking of zerospace resources to
accomplish objectives. Let's compare that vision with the JCS
concept of the Joint Force Air Component Commander (JFACC).
The JCS definition of the Joint Force Alr Component Comm-
ander 18 1 " The Joint force alr component commander derives
hia authority from the Joint force commander who has the
authority to exerclae operatiocnal control, aassign miszasions,
direct coordination among his subordinate commande:s,
redirect and reorganize his forces to ensure unity of effort
in the accomplishment of his overall mission. The Joint
force commander will normally designate a Joint force air
component commander. The Joint force alr component
commander's resgponsgiblilities will be assigned by the Joint
force commander ( normally these would include, but not be
limited to, planning, coordination, allocation and tasking
based on the Joint force commanders apportlonment deciszion).
Using the Joint force commander's guidance and authority,
and in coordination with other service component commanders
and other assigned or supporting commanders, the JFACC will

recommend to the Joint force commander apportisnment of air
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sorties to various missions or geographic areas.”30 How
does this differ from the Air Force’s ideas?

The JFACC has functional vice gervice responsibilities,
(jJust like the ACC) but does pot inherently have operation-
al control of all aviation assets (notice the definition says
operational control is "exercised” by the JFC, and savz no-
thing about operational control for the JFACC). The JFACC’s
responsibilities are assigned by the JFC (none inherent) and
will normally include plannipg. coordination, allocation, and
tasking based on the JFC’'s apportionment decision. The
JFACC will make apportionment recommendations to the JFC

bagsed on the JFC's guldance and authorlty, and in coord-

ination with other service components, assigned, or supp-

orted commanders.

What are the differences in these two concepts? Both
recognize that one individual will have functional vice
service responsibilities. The Air Force Air Component
Commander (ACC) will "support and employ all aviation
agsets under his operational control”, implying immediately
that the ACC will have operational control of aviation assets
(functional control), and willl aupport and employ them. No
such agasumption 1a implied in the JCS JFACC definlition. Op-
erational control under Joint rules is exercised by the JFC,
not the JFACC, and no mention is made of the JFACC supporting
and employing aviatlon assets.

This point 1s central to the discussion. While both con-
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cepta identilfy an individual with functionsl reaponsibilit-
ies to the JFC, the Air Force's ACC is also assumed to be a
commander supporting and employing assigned forces while the
JFACC definition makes no such assumption. An individual can
perform the responsibities identified for the JFACC (planning,
coordination, allocation, and tasking) without possessing or
having operational control over a single aircraft. The USAF
concept is based on the individual possessing operational
control of aviation assets being responsible to the JFC to
perform the planning, coordination, allocation, and tasking
functionsa, while the JFACC concept contalns no implication
that the individual performing these functlona must also have
operatiocnal control of aviation aasetas. Could he have 1it?
Certainly. But the point 1s the Air Force ACC must have 1t
while the JCS JFACC concept has no such requirement.

A second difference appears in the examinatlion of the
apportionment recommendation to be made to the JFC in both
concepts. In Alr Force doctrine the ACC will make "recom-
mendations to the Joint force commander on apportionment of
aerospace forces and the targeting, alloccation, and tasking
of aerospace resources”. The JCS JFACC will make apportion-
ment recommendations to the Joint force commander on gorties
to be assligned to given missions or geographic areas " using
the joint force commander's guidance and authority, and in
coordination with other service component commanders and

cother assigned or supported commanders™. The ACC has not
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only the responsibility to make an apportionment recommenda-
tion to the JFC, but has the responsibilty (at least implied)
to do so unilaterally. The JFACC must clearly coordinate his
recommendation on apportionment with all of the other com-
manders in the joint force. The ACC recommends the apportion-
ment of aerospace forces, while the JFACC recommends sorties
to missions and geographic areas. Additionally, the ACC
performs targeting, allocation and tasking of aerospace
resources to accomplish assigned missions as an inherent
responsibility, while the JFACC has no such inherent reg-
ponsibility unless it 1s assligned to the JFACC by the JFC.
Are these two concepts similar? Obviously, they are.
The Air Force has maintained in a number of position papers
that the two concepts are synonymous.12 It is my opinion
baged on research that they are not synonymous, and, to the
contrary, reflect a significant divergence of opinion on the
responsibilities inherent to the individual who will be the
Joint force commander'a aviation expert. The Air Force's
concept of the single manager of all aviation assets can be
traced to its historical origins in the North African canm-
paign in World War II where it was developed and refined.31
That concept can be seen clearly reflected in their doctrinal
definition of the Air Component Commander, an aviation
commander having operational control to support and employ
aerospace forces, with the unilateral responsibliity to the

Joint force commander to recommend apportionment of aviation
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aggeta and to target, sllocste, and task those resources.
The JFACC as defined by JCS is clearly pnot this same single
manager of all aviation assets.

The Joint Force Alr Component Commander (JFACC) concept
as defined by JCS says almost as much by excluslions from the
definition as it says by 1ts inclusions. It does not say that
the JFACC ig the single manager of all aviation assets. It
does pnot say that the JFACC has operational control of avia-
tion assets. It does not imply that the JFACC can unilateral-
ly recommend apportionment of aerospace resources, but 1t does

gay that the JFACC must coordinate his recommendation on sortlile

apportionment with the other commanders 1n the Joint force.
It does not say that the JFACC is responsible for targeting,
although he will normally be responsible for allocation and
tasking functiones. The deliberate exclusion of these key
components 1in the Air Force's ACC definition from the JCS
JFACC definition should make 1t clear that the JCS did not
envision the JFACC in exactly the same way the Air Force
envisions the ACC.

Why the difference? The Alir Force was certainly repre-
sented as the JFACC definltion was evolving and belng app-
roved by JCS. Why ian’'t it identical to the ACC? The
answer can probably be found in the fundamental vision each
service has on the mission of aviation. The Alr Force has
historically had a vision of aviation at the theater level

of war where aviation has been centralized at the highest
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level to produce the msximum operstions]l effect Lo sccomp-
lish strategic objectives. The assumption by the Air Force
of the strategic nuclear delivery and defense role (Strateg-
ic Offensive and Defensive Operations, remember?) after World
War II only tended to reinforce and solidify this vision of
aviation as an operational or strategic force almost standing
alone from the other services.32 The Air Force strongly sup-
ports the subordination of aerospace forces to the higher
commander's authority, but Jjust as strongly supports a single
aviation commander controlling all aviation assets for the
higher commander. The other zervices have evolved a different
vision of aviation.

The Navy and the Marine Corps have historically envielon-
ed aviation as a tactical capability which enhances and
augments the rest of the service's forces. As the Navy
developed aviation and aircraft carriers, it was not seen
ag a capability which would replace other capabllities
(battleships, submarines, etc.), but rather as an additional
capability that would tactically enhance the existing naval
forces. As the war in the Pacific in World War II was to
prove, the tactical capability of carrier aviation could have
decisive operational effects ( a prime example was the battle
of Mlidway effectively ending the domlinance of the Japanese
Navy in the Pacific).33 But naval avliation was always seen

in the context of other naval forces, not as a theater force

to be employed for decislve effect alone. In the Navy doc-

24




trine of today, aviation is still viewed in the context of

naval warfare tasks, not as assets which can have decisive

operational impact alone.

The evolution of Marine aviatlon followed a =imilar
development to that of naval aviation. Ags aviation was
firast acquired by the Marines, it was used as a reconnals-
sance and resupply enhancement over existing capabilities.

Ag aviation developed, it was seen as a significant tactical
enhancement to Marine ground forces in close air support and
alr defense roles. Marine aviation has always been seen as a
tactical, not operational, resource 1in support of the Marine
force which can have an operatlional impact. In contrast to
the Navy, the Marine Corps did let aviation replace some of
the capabilities it had prior to the advent of aviation by
reducing its firepower assets in artlillery and armor in favor
of more aviation. Marines normally assert that the loss of
Marine aviation by a Marine force exposes that force to a
significant firepower shortfall because of the organizational
decision to replace ground tactical systems with aviation
tactical systems.

The Army's vision of aviation haas been shaped from the
traumatic period of the transition of the Army Air Corps
into the Alr Force. For some years after the separation,
the Army had little (if any) aviation of any kind. With the

development of the helicopter, the Army reentered the
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aviation arena, but always with a wary eye on the roles and
missions issue between Army aviation and the Air Force.

Army aviation doctrine today is almost totally a reflection
of Army ground force terminology (Maneuver, Fire Support,
Attack, etc.) instead of including some of the more common
aviation terminology already developed (close air support,
deep air support, interdiction, etc.). To preclude conflict
with the Air Force, the Army has maintained its aviation as a
tactical asset which is an integral part of the combined arms
team.

8o the Alr Force haa hiatoricslly viewsd, and presumsably
atill views, aviation as a theater asset having operational
impact, while the other three services view aviation as a
tactical asset which is an integral force component. All of
the other services hold that it i1s the force which has oper-
ational impact in the theater, not a single part of the
force. This 13 where, in my opinion, the differences between
ACC and JFACC are founded.

The Air Force envisiona a theater alr commander who will
wield the aviation weapon for the theater commander for
maximum operational effect. The other gervices zee the need
for coordination of the alr effort within the theater, but

see thelr forces with aviation support as being what will

have decisive effect for the theater commander. From these
two visions come the ACC -~ the single manager of all theater
aviation assets -- and the JFACC —-- the theater ailr coordinator
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who will =naure thester objectivea asrs met through the coord-—

ination of the aviation efforts of each of the services.

Which 1s the better, or more viable, concept? Before drawing
conclusions, there is some utility in looking at how our ad-
versary, the Soviet, envisions his aviation and how he looks

at this gquestion of aviatlion command and control.
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V. A SOVIET PERSPECTIVF

The Soviet views his aviation and its employment very

differently from how we view ours. An excellent article in
the Air University Review34 discusses how the Soviet envisions

employing air, and gives a good basis for developing how he
views the command and coordination of the air effort.

No mistake should be made in trying to tie this discussion
on Soviet aviation directly to the inter-service issues
already discussed in this monograph. The Soviet does not
organize his forces into an Army, Air Force, and Navy as the
same separate and unique entities as we do. The Soviet mili-
tary is from top to bottom organized to support Soviet ground
force operations. Organizations, structure, and command re-
lationships all have this single premise as their start
point.385 As was seen in the early discussions of U.S doctrine,
no such unifying premise exlistg for us. Keep this 1in mind as
we look at aviation through the Soviet's eyes.

Soviet forces are organized to fight at each of the three
levela of war -- the strategic level, the operational level,
and the tactical level. Aviation assets are allocated as an
integral part of the organizational atructure at each level.36
At the tactical level (division and below), a helicopter
squadron is allocated to the division to provide direct
aviation support in 11ft, electronic warfare, recconnalscance,
and fire support to the tactical commander.37 At the opera-
tional level (army and front), each army has its own air
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agzault battallon, a general purpoee hellcopter squadron, and
an attack helicopter regiment.38 This gives the army
commander the ability to welght his main effort with hie
integral aviation without needing to achleve outside
coordination or approval. At each front, the front commander
has an integral air army conalating of usually three fixed
wing regiments and around two helicopter regiments. With
these agsets, the front commander can fight against his

opponent's aviation, or further augment the aviation support

of his ground armies, without conducting additionsl coord-

ination or obtaining higher approval. The theater (TVD)

commander will normally have one or more air armlies assigned
to him as his cperational-atrategic aviation. He may be tasked
by STAVKA to use his aviation to accomplish a strategic ob-
Jjective, but is more normally allowed to employ his air armies
of both fixed and rotary wing alrcraft to achleve his opera-
tional or strategic objectives or to further augment the ailr
capabilities of one of his subordinate fronts. And finally,
STAVKA retains air armies in the Strategic Air Forces (PVO
STRANY) to meet STAVKA strategic obJectives, to defend the
homeland, and to augment the efforts of TVD commanders as
required. 38

This organizational atructure of Soviet aviation directly
reflects the Soviet's attitude that the employment of avia-
tion is8 critical to the success of the tactical battle, the

operational battle, and the strategic war. The commander at
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each echelon has operational command of his own aviation
assets, and can reasonably expect additional aviation supp-
ort from his boss. Aviation assets are dedicated to fight
specifically the tactical battle, and are developed and ac-
quired to do specifically that, Aviation assets are dedicat-
ed to fight the operational battle (counter the operational
opponent and augment the tactical battle) and are designed
and acquired to perform specifically thosa functions. And
finally, strategic aviation assets are needed to counter
the opponent at that level and toc augment forces at the
operational level if required.

What about the Soviet's Alr Component Commander? Each
of the aviation orgenizations at the division, army, front,
TVD, and strategic levels has a commander who serves as the
primery aviation staff officer for the senior commander at
that echelon. He plans, coordinates, allocates, tasks, and
controla hia aviation aasagetg for hila commander. He does
not, however command the aviation assets at the units
aubordinate to his commander, Juat as he is not commanded
by aviation commanders in unlts senlor to his. If a TVD
commander wants the aviation of one of his front commanders
to perform a misasion, he tells the front commander, who
then directs his aviation commander to execute the mission.
There 12 no inherent hierarchy within the avliation structure
from top to bottom in Soviet forces. Aviation works for

the organizational commander at each echelon, not for some
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separste avistion hiersrchy.40

However our concept on how to coordinate and control our
aviation evolves, it must counter the potential of Soviet
aviation organized to fight a tactical air battle, a sep-
arate but overarching operational air battle, and a sep-—
arate but overarching strategic air battle. If our aviation
filghts only at the tactical level, hls operatlonal and strat-
eglc alr forces will defeat us. Yet 1f we fight only at the
operational and strategic level, even if successful, and fail
to fight at the tactical level, the Soviet tank driver eating

his lunch in our airfield snack bar may question our decision.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

I will finally attempt to answer the gquestion "Is the
concept of the Air Component Commander viable?” Is it reas-
onable to expect an individual from a single service to
understand the doctrine and structural capabilities not only
of his service, but alsoc of three other services?

In my opinion, the Air Force concept of the Air Component
Commander -- the single manager of all aviation assets in the
joint force -- is bankrupt. My reasons are based on the back-
ground already established, and are four-fold in nature:
firet, the absence of a single concept or viaion for the em-
ployment of aviation; second, the abaence of a single doc-
trine for the employment of aviation; third, the divergence
in atructure (aviation capability) that each service has
developed, organized, and tralned to in the absence of a
unifying joint aviation concept and doctrine; and fourth,
the fallure of the concept to address the capability in
aviation of our most threatening opponent, the Soviet. Each
of thease reagsons for belleving the Air Component Commander
concept 18 not viable will be explained.

Firet, the lack of a asingle clear concept or vialaon on
how aviation should be employed in a Jolnt force makes the
ACC - gingle manager concept impractical. Each service
component of the Joint force has its own concept of how
aviation should be employed. The Air Force looks at theater
level alr operations, the Navy looks at aviation support of
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the navel campaign, the Marine Corpa looka at tactiesl
support of the MAGTF, and the Army looks at aviation in the
concept of AlrLand Battle and the combined arms teanm. Whose
concept 1s right or wrong is beside the point. Any service
representative trying to be the single manager of all avia-
tion asscts would have to bring his ingrained vision to the
Job to the greater or leaszer detriment of the concepte of

the other services. Will this assist with unity of effort?
And let's loock at the true extremes that could potentially
arise. ‘ow much would the Army commander like 1t 1f the ACC
(from one of the three other services) tasked his CH-47 and
UH-80 assets to support another service in the middle of a
major offensive effort on his part? Or how about tasking hils
AH-843, which can do deep attack, to attack three enemy fixed
wing airfields in support of the Offensive Counter Alr oper-
atlions? Or what about an ACC who tasks F-111a to conduct Close
Alr Support? OQOr an ACC who wants EA-8s to escort an Alr In-
terdiction mission into and out of the target area? These are
extremes, granted. One would hope that no reasonable, exper-
ienced professional would do any of these except in the
greatest crisis, and then only after some cocordination. But,
the ACC - sgsingle manager concept does not preclude the
possibility of such errors, egpecially with four different
ldeas of how to employ aviation in the gervices and with

the possibility that any service representative could be

designated the ACC.
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My second reasson for believing the Air Comopnent Command-
er concept is not viable is based on the absence of any
Joint doctrine identifying the tasks that joint force aviation
must perform. This point is closely tied to my first concern
about a lack of a common vision on aviation employment. If
you attempted to synthesize the various tasks identified in
the separate service doctrines into a master task list for
Joint force aviation (combining those that are similar under
a common header), it might look something like this:

Strategic Offensive Operations
Strateglic Defensive QOperationa
Counter Air (Offensive and Defensive)
Air Interdiction

Close Air Support

Special Operations

Alrlift (Strategic, Theater, and Tactical)
Reconnaissance

Antisubmarine Warfare

Antisurface Craft Warfare

Offensive Mine Operations
Surveillance

C3

Electronic Warfare

Asgault Support

Aerial Refuelling

C31 Enhancement

Aeromedical Evacuation

Search and Rescue

Aviation Maintenanes and Logistinss,

Thege twenty tasks reflect moast, 1if not all of the tasks,
identified by the =ervices. The heart of the quesgstion is
whether any =single gervice repregentative 13 really pro-
feasionally trained and competent in all, or even most, of
these tasks. Again, there is no doctrinal basis to believe
so, and from my research and experience there exists no
educational institution which even addresses all of these
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taaks. In the abaencs of a Joint avistion doctrine, and in
the absence of any institution where an individual can learn
all of the aviation capabilities of each of the services, 1
fall to see how any =2ingle service representative could eff-
ectively support and employ, let alone operationally control,
all of the aviation resourceg of the Joint force. I algso fail
to understand why anyone would want to, il =z more viable al-
ternative exists.

My third reason for feeling the ACC concept 12 bankrupt
is based on the divergent aviation structure each service
has developed in the absence of a unifying single concept on
aviation employment. The structures identified in Appendix
A show that the majority of assets acquired by the services
to meet aviation tasks are capable of performing more than
one task (the D designator). Is it reasonable to expect any
individual -- any single manager of all aviation resources --
to understand the full capabllities of every airframe —-- both

fixed wing and rotary wing -- of all four services? Agaln, I

will reliterate that the "accepted convention” of considering
only fixed wing aviation in the context of the ACC is itself
bankrupt. Rotary wing assets like the AH-64 1in its deep
strike potential, the CH-47 and CH-53 in theater alrlift
potential, and the improved technology evolving in the MV-22
and LHX make the days of separating fixed wing capabilities
from rotary wing lmpractical, 1f not ludicrous. Yet to have

a 8ingle manager -- who has little or no experience with the
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vast majority of the resources in the joint force -- respons-—
ible for the support and employment of all aerospace resources
is simply asking to much of anyone. There is no data base,
or instruction, or school which even comes close to addressing
the complete aviation capabilities of all of the rotary wing
and fixed wing assets of the four Services. Yet, the Air
Force feels an Air Component Commander can effectivelv employ
them all in a Jjoint operation!

The three reasons I have already discussed may seem to
the reader to reflect some deep-seated blas against the Air
Force 1n general. That 12 not the case. The concerns I am
attempting to reflect are those of an individual involved in
aviation employment who cannot understand how the single
manager (ACC) concept can work in the current chaotic envir-
onment that exists where there is nc common concept on avia-
tion employment, no common doctrine, and such a wide range
of tailored aviation capabilities that 1t seems to simply be
impractical (not viable) for any representative from a single
service to be capable of performing the functlion as envisioned
by the Alr Force. My fourth, and finsl, reason for bhelleving
it i3 not viable is based on my belief that the ACC concept
falls to provide an effective sgtructure to counter the Soviet
aviation threat.

It must be remembered from the earliler discussion of
Soviet aviation that 1t is structured to support the

force commander at the tactical, operational, and strat-
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eglc levels., To counter Soviet aviatlion at any one level
without countering the aviation at the other levels is a
recipe for defeat. Our aviation force will be fighting
against aviation commanders at each of these three levels,
and must be able to counter each whilie providing necessary
aviation support to the Joint ground and naval forces. The
fact is that aviation must counter multiple tactical level
aviation commanders (divisions/armies), mulitiple operational
aviation commanders (armies/fronts), and an aviation command-
er with an operstional-astrategic focus who may be supported
by additional strategic aasseta (TVD). And this must be done
while support 1s being provided to the Joint ground and naval
forces. The concept of the indivisibility of air and the
s8ingle manager concept seems to be a poor counter against an
adversary who divides his alr into structures supporting
operational commanders at each level of operations under
multiple aviation commanders. To expect a single manager,
the ACC, to be able to focus his intelligence and targeting
assets at each_level and against each commander simultaneous-
ly while supporting the other components of Joint force, and
then pulling together all of the diversge resources of aviation
in the Joint force to effectively counter hls opponents seenms
to be about like one gunfighter confronting six gunfighters
alone. Structurally, the single manager -- ACC -- concept 1is
mismatched when attempting to counter the Soviet.

If the Air Component Commander concept of the Alr Force
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is not viable, is there a concept for coordinating and con-
trolling aviation in the joint force that is viable? The
answer is a qualified "yes”. The Joint Force Air Component
Commander (JFACC) concept of the JCS can meet the requirement.
Remember the differences in the ACC and the JFACC. The
JFACC, designated by the Joint Force Commander, is respons-
ible for planning, coordinating, allocating, and tasking
sorties for the joint force. Operational control, not
addressed in the definition, could be retained by each
service component of the joint force, who understands its
aviation cspability, and csn beat employ it. With an
aviation expert from each service component located with

the JFACC and JFC, the aviation component of each service
component can be integrated into an overarching joint air
plan to support the Jjoint force. Each service, whose lead-
ers understand the doctrinal basis and structural capability
of thelr own aviation, would execute the plan in a decentral-

ized mode to accomplish joint force objectives. The recom-

mendations for apportionment made to the JFC by the JFACC,
coordinated wilth each gervice component, will ensure that each
service's capability 1s optimized in support of the Joint force.
In the absence of a common avliation vision and common doctrine,

thia technique allowas the unique vision of aviation by each

service component to be utilized, but focused via the JFACC
to meet Jjoint force obJectives. It also obvliates the problem

of a gsingle individual needing to understand the aviation
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capabllitises of =sach service by having tha JFACC giving misa-
ion orders and sortie tasking to each service component, and
letting the service components who knows their own capabil-
ities make the maximum use of each resource.

Can the JFACC concept provide an effective counter to
Soviet aviation? I bellieve it can. By optimizing the unique
aviation doctrine and structure of each service and by
leaving operational control of their aviation with each ser-
vice component, an infrastructure similar to the Soviet's
would be in place. The JFACC would be responsible for the
overall planning and coordinaticn of the Joint force air
effort, but would primarily focus on the TVD commander, and
on countering his air capabilities. The resources the JFACC
would use for this would be allocated and tasked from the
Alr Force, Navy, and Marine Corps fixed wing assets. The
JFACC could delegate the responsibllty to counter the front
commander's aviation to his Air Force component commander,
who has the right type of resources, structure, and doctrine
to fight and win a theater-tvpe air battle. The Air Force
component commander, 1f he needed additional assets for his
fight against the front, could request additional sorties
through the JFACC from the Navy and Marine Corps components.
The JFACC could delegate the responsibility to counter the
multiple army commanders' aviation to his Marine Corps com-
ponent commander, who has the C3 system, intelligence system,

doctrine, and structure to accomplish Just such a mission.
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And finally, the JFACC could delegate the responsibility to
counter front-line division aviation to his Army component
commander, who has the right kind of intelligence collection
systems, ground air defense systems, and deep attack capabil-
ity to counter this threat, which is of most immediate
concern to the Army component commander anyway.

This scheme using the JFACC concept and service components
retaining operational control of their own aviation takes the
previcusly identified weakness of different service doctrines
and structures and attempts to use them in the optimum fash-
ion. By focusing a commander and his aviation force from with-
in the Joint force on a gpecific echelon of the Soviet's av-
iation capabilty, a counter to Soviet aviation can be organ-
ized from existing assets. Each commander can focus his
efforts, his intelligence systems, and his force on a specific
part of the Soviet's complex structure, breaking it down into
blte—-alze chunkasa. Though there are certainly other ways thias
might be done, this example at least demonstrates that there
are ways to counter Soviet aviation, and there are ways to take
the different doctrines and structures of the services' avia-
tion elements and effectively employ them in a Jeint force.

In concluaion, 1t doea not seem that the Alr Force Alr
Component Commander concept 1s viable 1n an era when each
of the four services has developed a unique aviation
doctrine and structure. The single manager of all air

resources, and the "indivisibility of air”™ concept of the
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Alr Force, do not sppear particularly visble agasinst a Soviat
opponent with a radically different view of aviation and its
employment. The Joint Force Air Component Commander, as
defined by the JCS, 1s not the same as the Alr Force Alr
Component Commander concept, and appears to be a much more
viable concept for the coordination and control of aviation

in a Joint force. And finally, there is a critical shortfall
in a common Joint vision on what aviation i1s to do, and a
Joint aviation doctrine ‘h weuld support that vision. This

Joint vision and doctrine ‘or 2.iation must be developed.
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APPENDIX A
AVIATION STRUCTURE COMPARED TO MISSIONS, ROLES,

AND TASKS
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TABLE 1
AIR FORCE STRUCTURE COMPARED TO MISSIONS AND TASKS

MISSIONS AND TASKS
MISSIONS TASKS

1 2 383 4 5 68 7 8 8 1 2 3 4 & 88 7

STRUCTURE

AIRCRAFT (Endnote 7)

A-10 Y

AC-130 Y

B-1 Y

B-2 Y

B-52 D D D

C-130 Y

Cc-141 Y

Cc-5 Y

EA-3 D D D D

EC-130 D D D

EC-135 D D D
EF-111 Y

F-4E D D D

F-4G Y

F-15 D

F-18 D D D

FB-111 D D D D

KC-10 Y

KC-135 i Y

MC-130 Y

MH-53 Y

RF-4 Y

C3 Systenm Y ¥ Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y ¥ Y Y Y
Weather System Y
Intelligence System Y
LEGEND : Y = performs mission/task D = dual mission capable
Missions - (Endnote 6)

1 Strategic Aerospace (Offense

2 Strategic Aerospace Defense

3 Counter Air

4 Air Interdiction

5 Close Air Support

6 Special Operations

7 Airlift

8 Aerospace Surveillance and Reconnaissance

8 Aerospace Maritime Operations

Tasks - (Endnote 8)

1 Aerial Refuelling 6 Psychological Operations
2 Electronic Warfare 7 Weather Service
3 Warning, Command, Control, and Communications

4 Intelligence

5 Aerospace Rescue and Recovery
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TABLE 2

NAVY STRUCTURE COMPARED TO WARFARE TASKS

1A 1B 2A 2B 3A OB8B 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 11

STRUCTURE
AIRCRAFT (Endnote 11)
A-6 D D D D D D D
A-7 D D D D D D
c-9 Y
c-12 Y
E-2C D D D
EA-86 Y
EP-3 D D D
F-14 D D
FA-18 D D D D D D
MH-53E Y
P-3 D D D D
S-3 Y
SH-80 Y
C3 Systenm Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Intelligence Systen Y
LEGEND Y = performs task D = dual mission capable
Warfare tasks/Supporting tasks (Endnote 10)
1A Antiair Warfare - Air Superiority
1B Antiair Warfare - Air Defense
2A Antisubmarine Warfare - Distant Operations
2B Antisubmarine Warfare - Closgse Operations
3A Antisurface Warfare - Distant Operations
3B Antisurface Warfare - Close Operations

Strike Warfare

Amphibiocus Operations - Close Air Support only

WARFARE TASKS

Mine Warfare - Offensive

Intelligence

Command, Control, and Communications

Electronic Warfare

4
5
8
7 Ocean Surveillance
8
9
1
11 Logistics

= O
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SIR
AIR
A-4
A—-8
AH-
AV-
CH-
CH-
EA-
FA-
KC-
ov-
UH-
RF-

C3
Int

Wea

Sur
ai

LEG

Fun
1A

TABLE 3

MARINE CORPS STRUCTURE COMPARED TO FUNCTIONS

FUNCTIONS

1A 1B 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 4 5 8
UCTURE
CRAFT (Endnote 14)

D D D D

D D
1 D
8 D D D D
48 Y Y
53 Y Y
6 Y
18 D D D D
130 Y
10 D D
1 D D D
4 Y
System Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
elligence
System
ther
System

face-to- Y Y
r Missiles
END Y = performs function D = dual mission capable
ctions (Endnote 13)
Antiair Warfare - Offensive
Antiair Warfare - Defensive

1B
24
2B
2C
34
3B
4
5
2]

Assault Support - Vertical Assault Airlift
Assault Support - Inflight Refuelling
Assault Support - Air Evacuation

Offensive Air Support - Close Air Support
Offensive Air Support - Deep Air Support
Reconnalssance

Electronic Warfare

Control of Aircraft and Missiles

45

L




TABLE 4
ARMY STRUCTURE COMPARED TO ROLES AND TASKS
ROLES AND TASKS

1 2 83 4 5§ 86 7 8 9 10 1. 12 13 14

STRUCTURE

AIRCRAFT (Endnote 17)

AH-1 D D

AH-84 D D

c-12 Y

CH-47 D D D
Hughes 500 Y

MH-80 Y

OH-58 D D

UH-1 D D

UH-80 D D D D D
C3 System Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
LEGEND Y = performs task D = dual mission capable
Roles and Tasks (Endnote 18)

Manuever

1 Attack

2 Reconnaissance and Security

3 Air Assault

4 Air Combat

5 Special Operations

8 Command and Control

Combat Support

7 Intelligence and Electronic Warfare

8 C31 Enhancement

8 Fire Support

10 Search and Rescue

11 Air Traffic Control

Combat Service Support

12 Aeromedical Evacuation !
13 Aviation Maintenance and Logistics

14 Alr Movement
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